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From: clerk@haddenhamparishcouncil.org.uk [mailto:clerk@haddenhamparishcouncil.org.uk]
Sent: 10 June 2016 11:50
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>

Subject: Re: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire: New Draft Recommendations

Dear Sir/Madam,
I write on behalf of the Parish Council regarding the New Draft Recommendations.
The Council is pleased that all concerned parties are being re‐consulted on this very important issue and
hopes that the views of those who live and work in our County are given serious consideration.
From the Parish perspective the only workable outcome is for there to be nine single member divisions
and the Parish Council supports this proposal put forward by East Cambridgeshire District Council.
In the previous recommendations Haddenham & Aldreth were included in the Littleport West Division and
apart from the fact that the division was clearly too large for two councillors to hope to serve in the most
appropriate manner, we were also grouped with other villages that we have no relation to.
Aside from this there is also the fact that elections will be coming up in early 2017 and our feeling is that
time is becoming short to implement any changes and therefore the best option would be to leave the
current divisions as they stand and defer the implementation of any changes until the District elections in
2019, thereby ensuring that any changes made will be an improvement and of no detriment to our
communities.
We hope that our views will be given serious consideration and await the outcome of this consultation in
the hope that the best course of action is taken for all concerned.

Yours sincerely,

Jenny
Clerk to Haddenham Parish Council
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HARLTON PARISH COUNCIL
Harlton, Cambs.
Chairman: Ben Banks
Clerk: Kim Quince
clerk@harltonparishcouncil.org.uk

14 June, 2016
Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London SW1P 4QP

Dear Sirs,

Reference:

Submission to the Cambridgeshire County Council electoral review
1. Harlton and Haslingfield wards should be in the same electoral division
2. Preferred electoral division for Harlton and Haslingfield wards - Hardwick

I write on behalf of Harlton Parish Council as regards the proposed separation of our parish from the
neighbouring parish of Haslingfield. The close links the two parishes enjoy together exist on many levels
including formal educational, religious and traffic calming initiatives as well as social links with clubs and
friendships. In consultation with Haslingfied Parish Council we petition in the strongest possible terms to
remain linked by inclusion in the same electoral division with the same County Councillor representing our
combined and mutual interests. The electoral division in which we ultimately reside is also important with the
majority of our links being to villages in the Hardwick rather than the Sawston & Shelford division. Harlton
and Haslingfield are also strongly linked together to the Hardwick division villages by the catchment of the
secondary school, Comberton Village College.
The strength of the connection between the two parishes is illustrated by the list of formally shared involvement
with:








Church and Village Newsletter - outlines news and events for both villages
Haslingfield Primary School – designated primary school for Harlton children
Haslingfield Preschool – attended by Harlton children and supported financially by Harlton PC
Community Transport Scheme – run as single entity for both villages
Haslingfield and Harlton Youth Bus Project – supported financially by both councils
Church - Harlton is part of the Lordsbridge Team Ministry
o Vicar for Harlton Church is also Vicar for Coton, Barton and Haslingfield
Luncheon Club – for seniors from both villages

There are in addition many social groups and clubs and both the Village fetes that are run as combined
enterprises.
Harlton has historically enjoyed very close links with our neighbouring village of Haslingfield. Regrettably
the current proposal fails to uphold one of the primary aims of the electoral review, namely “to ensure that the
pattern of divisions reflects the interests and identities of local communities”. Inclusion of the two wards in
the Hardwick division would achieve the stated aim.

Yours sincerely,

Richard Benson
Parish Councillor – on behalf of Harlton Parish Council

HASLINGFIELD PARISH COUNCIL
Chairman: Bob Branch,
Clerk: Frances Laville,

13th June, 2016
Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London SW1P 4QP
Dear Sirs,
Reference:

Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire: New Draft Recommendations
Submission of Haslingfield Parish Council
1. Harlton and Haslingfield wards should be in the same electoral division
2. Preferred electoral division for Harlton and Haslingfield wards - Hardwick

I write on behalf of Haslingfield Parish Council regarding the proposed separation of our parish from the
neighbouring parish of Harlton. The close links the two parishes enjoy together exist on many levels including
formal educational, religious and traffic calming initiatives as well as social links with clubs and friendships.
In consultation with Harlton Parish Council we petition in the strongest possible terms to remain linked by
inclusion in the same electoral division with the same County Councillor representing our combined and
mutual interests. The electoral division in which we ultimately reside is also important with the majority of
our links being directed westward to villages in the proposed Hardwick ward. We have negligible connections
with the Sawston & Shelford division. The use by some of our residents of the Harston Surgery GP Practice is
the only easterly link that registers immediately. Other residents go west to the Comberton Practice. The river
and the A10 Road are distinct physical barriers to easterly connections.
Harlton and Haslingfield are strongly linked together to the Hardwick division villages by us both being
together with them in the catchment area of the secondary school, Comberton Village College. Haslingfield is
the easternmost village in that catchment area.
In addition to the secondary school catchment link, the strength of the two parishes connections is illustrated
by a list of formally shared involvements with:









Community Transport Scheme – run as a single entity for both villages
Anglican Church – Harlton and Haslingfield are both part of the Lordsbridge Team Ministry
Vicar for Harlton Church is also Vicar for Coton, Barton and Haslingfield
Methodist Church – located in Haslingfield, this has members from both villages and from the
Eversdens, two more villages in the Hardwick Division.
Haslingfield and Harlton Youth Bus Project – the bus is located in Haslingfield but is supported
financially by both Parish Councils
Haslingfield Preschool – attended by Harlton children and supported financially by Harlton PC;
foundation grant funding by Haslingfield PC
Haslingfield Endowed Primary School - attended by Harlton children
Luncheon Club – for seniors from both villages
Harlton Gardening Club serves members from Haslingfield which has no such club

There are in addition many social groups and clubs and both the Village fetes that are run as combined
enterprises.

Haslingfield has historically enjoyed very close links with our neighbouring village of Harlton. Regrettably
the current proposal fails to uphold two of the primary aims of the electoral review, namely


That the pattern of divisions should, as far as possible, reflect the interests and identities of local
communities.



That the electoral arrangements should provide for effective and convenient local government.

Haslingfield is the only village from the Comberton Village Catchment area placed in the Sawston and
Shelford Division. This negates both aims noted above.
Inclusion of the two wards, Haslingfield and Harlton, in the Hardwick division would achieve the stated aims
and maintain the strong local links and we trust that you will modify your proposals accordingly.
This letter was formally approved by Haslingfield Parish Council at its regular monthly meeting on Monday
13th June 2016.

Yours faithfully,

Robert Branch
Chairman
Haslingfield Parish Council

cc:

Cambridgeshire County Council
Harlton Parish Council

Hatley Parish Council
Clerk to the Council: Kim Wilde,
Email: hatley-parish-clerk@hatley.info

Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
16th June 2016

Dear Sir/Madam
I am writing to you on behalf of Hatley Parish Council in response to the new draft
recommendations for the Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire County Council.
The Parish Council considered the new draft recommendations at their Annual General
Meeting on 17th May 2016 and resolved to make no changes to the recommendations
that were submitted in January 2015. I have included the original recommendations
below for your acceptance in this consultation.

Background
The Parish of Hatley is comprised of two small rural hamlets, Hatley St. George and East
Hatley, which are located in the arable farmland of South Cambridgeshire. The parish
has a population of approximately 175 residents across a total of 75 dwellings, most
being classed as commuter workers, although many do also work from home. With the
exception of the larger neighbouring village of Gamlingay (2 miles north west of Hatley
St. George), this arable area offers very few amenities and services to the residents of
Hatley. Gamlingay has become a natural extension to the parish of Hatley in terms of
transport links, churches, public services, facilities and community organisations.
Hatley Parish Council’s Response to the Consultation
Hatley Parish Council does not wish to provide any recommendations for electoral
boundaries across the whole county. However, the Parish Council requests that the
forthcoming electoral division avoids splitting Hatley’s local ties with the neighbouring
village of Gamlingay. There is a strong link between Gamlingay and Hatley which the
Parish Council believes should be maintained for the benefit of the local community. It
is understood that the Commission will try to match the new boundaries with existing
District Ward boundaries. However, should this not be the case, Hatley Parish Council
would like the following evidence to be taken into account so that the shared
community interests of the residents may be preserved.

Public Facilities and Services
The only public service in Hatley is the Post Office which additionally offers some basic
fresh produce for local residents on given days of the week. The neighbouring village of
Gamlingay offers a wide range of public services and facilities that are otherwise
unavailable for many miles around. These include a food store, petrol station, library,
bakery, motor engineers, hairdresser, estate agent, newsagent, chemist, schools, and a
medical practice. The medical practice includes a General Practice, District Nurse and
Health Visitor Services, Clinics and an Emergency Service.
Gamlingay also offers the residents of Hatley a fitness gym, sports clubs and sport
facilities, plus a wide range of community events throughout the year via the Gamlingay
Eco-Hub Community Centre. These facilities and services are available to the residents
of Hatley, who can easily access them via a short drive, a public bus service or the Car
Share scheme, as detailed further on.
Churches
The Benefice of Gamlingay includes St. Mary The Virgin Parish Church (Gamlingay), The
Church of St. Mary (Everton) and The Parish Church of Hatley St. George. The Gamlingay
Parochial Church Council oversees the services, maintenance and events for this group
of churches, which formally ties the parishioners of Hatley to the church community in
Gamlingay. The Holy Communion service takes place in Hatley St. George on two
Sundays a month, however all other Holy Communion and Morning Prayer services are
offered in the Gamlingay Church, thereby encouraging both a bond and shared interests
between the two parishes.
Transport
The parish of Hatley has one main road that runs through it connecting with Gamlingay
to the North West and Croydon to the South East. The only public transport service is
the C2 bus Service that operates on Thursdays, taking residents of Hatley into
Gamlingay, where they can connect to other bus services, or can continue on the C2 to
St Neots. There is also a Demand Responsive service which links 20 local rural locations,
including Hatley and Gamlingay.
Additionally, the Gamlingay and Hatley Car Scheme has been in operation for over 20
years, organising transport by volunteer drivers for anyone where public transport is
unsuitable or unavailable. This is a useful resource to residents with medical
appointments on days that the C2 public bus service is not operating, and when the
Demand Responsive may be restricted in availability due to demand by other users
across the 20 villages that it services. The scheme provides transportation for a wide
range of purposes, not just medical appointments.
Communications
The wide range of services and community groups that are located in Gamlingay are
promoted to the residents of Hatley each month via the community news publication
‘The Gazette’. This publication officially calls itself ‘The Newspaper for Gamlingay, East
Hatley and Hatley St. George’ confirming the sense of community that exists between
the large village of Gamlingay and the smaller hamlets of Hatley. It includes ‘What’s On’
community events, local trade and service advertisements, village information, church
notices and articles by various community organisations. There is a new publication

called The Post, which goes to print for the first time next month, which has also chosen
to include news for and distribution within the Hatleys.
This mutual community identity is further emphasised when visiting the websites of
either Hatley (www.hatley.info) or Gamlingay (www.Gamlingay.org), both of which refer
users to the other site for news and information. Neither website makes reference to
any other local village websites, illustrating the bond that exists between Gamlingay and
Hatley.
Community Groups and Organisations
There is a vast range of groups and organisations based in Gamlingay that are made
available to the residents of Hatley and that are actively promoted to the residents of
Hatley. Examples include GamArch, an archaeology group that sought test pits in Hatley
last summer, Forward Gamlingay which provides youth services, various sports clubs,
fitness classes, children’s groups such as Brownies and Scouts, and much more.
The Gamlingay Community Turbine is a local project, ‘by the community for the
community’, that was installed just outside of the village to generate energy that could
offset the village’s carbon foot print. A portion of the profit raised from the energy
sales, is used to fund local charities and ‘green’ projects ‘in the parish of Gamlingay’. It is
therefore significant to note that funds were recently given to Hatley St. George Church
for the purchase and installation of a composting toilet, providing further evidence that
the parish of Hatley is considered to be part of a wider community alongside Gamlingay.
Summary
We hope that the points outlined above help to demonstrate that there is a shared local
opinion of a wider community that comprises both Gamlingay village and the hamlets in
Hatley Parish, and that this identity reaches across a wide range of services and
community groups. It is vital to the small rural hamlets in Hatley that these essential
links to the larger neighbouring village of Gamlingay are not severed.
Yours sincerely,

Kim Wilde
Clerk and RFO to Hatley Parish Council
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From: Jane Bowd [mailto:needingworthpc@btconnect.com]
Sent: 20 May 2016 09:43
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: New draft recomendations ‐ electoral review of Cambridgeshire

Dear Sir,
Members of the Council have asked, having reviewed your new draft recommendations, asked me to
reiterate their original concerns that the rural Parish of Holywell‐cum‐Needingworth does not sit
favourably within the proposed urban ward of St Ives South.
Council consider that the interests of residents would be best served if we remain part of a rural ward –
Earith.
Regards
Jane Bowd
Parish Clerk
Holywell-cum-Needingworth Parish Council
If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender and delete the e-mail and all attachments
immediately. This e-mail (including any attachments) may contain confidential and/or privileged information, if you are
not the intended recipient any reliance on, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail or
attachments is strictly prohibited. It has been checked for viruses but the contents of an attachment may still contain
software viruses, which could damage your computer system. We do not accept liability for any damage you sustain
as a result of a virus introduced by this E-mail or any attachment and you are advised to use up-to-date virus
checking software. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error free.
This e-mail is not intended nor should it be taken to create any legal relations, contractual or otherwise. Any views or
opinions expressed within this e-mail or attachment are solely those of the sender, and do not necessarily represent
those of Holywell-cum-Needingworth Parish Council unless otherwise specifically stated. If verification is required,
please request a hard copy version. We are not bound by or liable for any opinion, contract or offer to contract
expressed in any e-mail.
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KINGS RIPTON PARISH COUNCIL
CHAIRMAN: Michael Krause

24 May 2016
Dear Alex,
KINGS RIPTON PARISH COUNCIL: OBJECTION REGARDING BOUNDARY CHANGES
I am writing to express Kings Ripton Parish Council’s strong objections to the proposal made for
our village in the electoral review of Cambridgeshire. The proposal displays a complete lack of
knowledge of the area and its communities.
The proposal places Kings Ripton in Earith and Somersham, distant villages with no connection
to Kings Ripton. There are no road transport links, no social connections, no geographical link.
Warboys and Stukeley contains the villages which neighbour Kings Ripton. These villages have
direct links with Kings Ripton; residents have regular contact; we are part of the same area.
Kings Ripton is a natural fit with Warboys and Stukeley.
Equally important are the issues Kings Ripton has in common with the villages included in
Warboys and Stukeley. There is considerable development planned for the Huntingdonshire
area. While residents are not opposed to these developments, they have made it clear to the
Parish Council that they want important issues of traffic congestion, noise, flood risk and so on
to be addressed by planners. Kings Ripton faces the same challenges as Warboys and
Stukeley; Earith and Somersham residents are less affected. The boundary changes are a
direct attack on local democracy. Giving Kings Ripton an elected representative whose focus is
Earith and Somersham means that these issues become peripheral to the councillor. The
village has different representation from other local villages in Warboys and Stukeley. The
inclusion of Kings Ripton with neighbouring villages facing the same problems is not just
common sense, it is also good democracy. It allows local communities to work better together
on common issues with a single elected representative.
To maintain this perverse proposal is an affront to the village. The Parish Council would not
suggest for one moment that there is any gerrymandering involved but local residents have
suggested that the only possible logic behind this proposal is to ensure favourable results for
one party.
The Parish Council objects strongly to proposal and urges you to place Kings Ripton in Warboys
and Stukeley.
Yours sincerely
Sincerely,

Ramune Mimiene
Clerk to Kings Ripton Parish Council

Kings Ripton Parish Council
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From: John Jefferies
Sent: 29 June 2016 16:54
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Lt Gransden Parish Council submission.
Sirs,
My name is John Jefferies and I am chair of Lt Gransden Parish Council in Cambridgeshire.
The parish council have asked me to make a submission on their behalf in relation to the Boundary review for the
wards of Cambridgeshire County Council. My apologies for been a little past the deadline but I have been assured by
a member of your staff (when I phoned a few moments ago) that this consultation will be taken forward.
Little Gransden Parish Council is firmly against the proposal that the village should be moved into and included
within the ward of Cambourne. We wish to remain in the ward of Gamlingay.
The reason for this is that Lt Gransden shares no services with the new community of Cambourne. Our village is a
tiny rural settlement and our needs and opinions would be totally different to those of a new settlement such as
Cambourne. Our current position as part of the ward of Gamlingay is much more suitable. Whilst we obviously
remain a small community, we would also remain as a group of small communities within the Gamlingay ward. We
feel that our community would be totally over looked as part of the Cambourne ward and all resources would be
directed to Cambourne.
Many thanks.
John Jefferies
Jefferies Farming Partners

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From: John Houlton
Sent: 18 May 2016 14:38
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: LGBC
Dear Sir
I write to note the proposal that Lolworth should be within the Bar Hill division.
Lolworth Parish Meeting strongly supports this proposal and believes it satisfies the criteria of electoral equality,
effective and convenient local government and community identity. In particular, the revision strengthens the
concept of community identity given the proximity of Bar Hill and the lack of public transport available to the village.
Furthermore, it does not adversely affect electoral equality or effective convenient local government given the small
number of electors.
Thank you for the revision.
John Houlton
Clerk Lolworth Parish Meeting
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Sent: 14 June 2016 14:12
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire: New Draft Recommendations

Dear Sir/Madam
I am writing on behalf of Longstanton Parish Council regarding draft recommendations for the Electoral
Review of Cambridgeshire.

Having considered the recommendations under item 16-17/37a, at an meeting of the Parish Council held on
13th June 2016, the council are happy with the recommendations and have no additional comments to
provide.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.
Kind regards
-Libby White
Parish Clerk ‐ Longstanton Parish Council
The Parish Office, The Village Institute, 24 High Street, Longstanton, Cambridge, CB24 3BS
T: 01954 782323 W: parishcouncil.longstantonvillage.org
Office Hours: Monday to Friday – 10.45am til 2.45pm
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From: Bobbie Coe [mailto:longstowepc.clerk@hotmail.com]
Sent: 20 June 2016 16:12
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)

Dear Sir or Madam,
Longstowe Parish requests that they remain in the Division of Gamlingay. We have much more to do with
Little Gransden, Great Gransden, Arrington and Gamlingay than the Cambourne Division in which we are
newly placed. We are such a small Parish that we are better suited to a group of other small Parishes. We
realise that the numbers are important, but with Cambourne and Bourn and the A428 growth of houses, we
must surely be unimportant within the final count.
Yours faithfully,
Bobbie Coe
Clerk, Longstowe Parish Council
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From: Mepal Parish Council [mailto:MepalParishCouncil@msn.com]
Sent: 17 June 2016 14:26
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral Boundary Review

Comment from Mepal Parish Council:
At our Parish Council meeting on Monday we resolved to respond that, in order to achieve effective and
efficient government, the distinctiveness of Mepal's rural nature should be appreciated and it should be
grouped with other rural settlements and not with an urban area, and that it should form part of a single‐
member ward.

Best wishes,

Barbara Green
Mepal Parish Clerk
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Another...
-----Original Message----From: Anna Lovewell [mailto:clerk@pampisford.org.uk]
Sent: 30 May 2016 19:38
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral Review Cambridgeshire County Council
Dear Sir / Madam,
Pampisford Parish Council would like to comment that they would like to agree with the new electoral revisions for
Cambridgeshire County Council.
With kind regards
Anna Lovewell
Pampisford Parish Council
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Council Offices
The Priory Centre
St. Neots
Cambs
PE19 2BH
Tel: 01480 388913
Mob: 07875 089515
Fax: 01480 388915

Friday, 17 June 2016
Dear Mr Hinds,
Proposed Boundary Changes, Eaton Ford, St.Neots, Cambs.
I have been asked/instructed by St.Neots Town Council to write to object to the proposed
boundary changes, where a selected few streets in Eaton Ford, (i.e.: the Milton Avenue Estate,
Crosshall Road and Saville’s Close) would be moved into the Priory and Little Paxton Division
on Cambridgeshire County Council.
St. Neots as a town did not grow up around the river as many other towns have developed, but
instead it grew up on the eastern side of the river in the county of Huntingdonshire. For over a
thousand years the River Ouse was the county boundary with the parish of Eaton Socon being
in Bedfordshire. Indeed, because of this former link with Bedfordshire some of the Eaton’s
groups retain their links with that county rather than Cambridgeshire.
Life within the rural parish of Eaton Ford and Eaton Socon was separate from the town of
St.Neots. The heart of the parish was and still is based around the Great North Road. The
Eaton’s have their own Parish Church of St. Mary the Virgin, which is part of the St. Albans
Diocese (the rest of the town belongs to the Ely Diocese). The Eaton’s has a strong and
thriving Eaton Socon Charities which raises funds all year to help needy members of the
community.
The Eaton’s boasts their own shops, schools, businesses, community centre, restaurants, pubs,
health centre and pharmacy, opticians, vets surgery and Post Office. There are many clubs and
organisations in Eaton Socon and Eaton Ford, with toddler groups, pre-schools, various other
youth groups and clubs (football, cricket, bowling) and clubs which cater for the more mature
members of their community. The Royal British Legion has its own Branch in the Eaton’s.
The Eaton’s Community Association, (ESCA) which has been in existence since 1979, originally
came into being in order to retain the identity of their community. The Association runs and
organises their own annual events, the high-light of which is the May Day celebrations on the

Town Clerk: Edward Reilly CMgr FCMI FInstAM FILCM

Council Offices
The Priory Centre
St. Neots
Cambs
PE19 2BH
Tel: 01480 388913
Mob: 07875 089515
Fax: 01480 388915

village green, where each year, the old tradition is observed with the crowning of the Eaton’s
May Queen.
ESCA also promotes pride in the community by putting on exhibitions and producing history
books, they organise an ‘open gardens day’ as well, all designed to raise funds which have
provided benches and defibrillators at several main areas in the Eaton’s. There is keen
competition among residents to take part in their ‘neat street’ awards and a prestigious
Community Cup Award. ESCA also produces and distributes its own community newsletter
(ESCAN) within the Eaton’s, keeping residents informed of what is going on in the village and up
and coming events.
Both Eaton Socon and Eaton Ford have their own village signs on the greens, which were
provided by the fund raising done by the Eaton’s Community Association. Each autumn
thousands of bulbs are planted throughout the Eaton’s by members of ESCA, which in spring,
brighten up the village and give the residents pride in their community.
Earlier this year, the people of St. Neots voted by a huge majority to adopt the St.Neots
Neighbourhood Plan, this had been produced by St.Neots Town Council.
As part of the town, but still having their own identity, all residents of Eaton Ford, Eaton Socon,
Eynesbury and Priory Park Ward were given the opportunity to vote in this important
referendum. However, the people of Little Paxton (which has its own Parish Council) were not
eligible to take part.
As Priory Park Ward and Little Paxton are so close to each other, it does make sense to put the
two together for a County Council Division, as had previously been the case. However, it is the
view of St.Neots Town Council that it most definitely does not make sense to take part of Eaton
Ford away from the Eaton’s Division. For many years previously, the Eaton’s Division
comprised Eaton Socon and Eaton Ford, with the River Ouse making the obvious boundary.
Although the population of the Eaton’s is fairly large, because it is also a compact, rather than
spread out area, it is very easily manageable by one County Councillor, as was the case up until
the last boundary change.
St. Neots Town Council urges you to reconsider the proposed change to move part of Eaton
Ford across the river into the Priory and Little Paxton Division, and respectfully requests that

Town Clerk: Edward Reilly CMgr FCMI FInstAM FILCM

Council Offices
The Priory Centre
St. Neots
Cambs
PE19 2BH
Tel: 01480 388913
Mob: 07875 089515
Fax: 01480 388915

Eaton Ford and Eaton Socon is returned, intact, to become the Eaton’s Division on
Cambridgeshire County Council.
Further comment regarding the possible effects of the Cambridgeshire County Council changes
on the wards of St Neots Town Council will follow in due course.
Yours sincerely,

E Reilly
Town Clerk

Town Clerk: Edward Reilly CMgr FCMI FInstAM FILCM
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Cambridgeshire submission form reviews@ ‐ I will try and send these to you in batches from now on!
From: Rosie Hughes
Sent: 26 May 2016 09:24
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridgeshire New Draft recommendations
Dear Mr Hinds
Sutton Parish Council discussed the new draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire at its meeting this week. I have
been asked to submit their response to you.
Sutton Parish Council does not agree with the new draft recommendations and therefore
“The council would prefer a single member division containing the whole of Sutton Parish with
fewer parish councils and a smaller geographical area. Sutton identifies with its neighbouring
rural villages, rather than with Littleport or Ely. Any new division should be manageable and
linked with ‘similar issue’ villages”

It is hoped that the view of the Parish Council will be considered before the recommendations are finalised.
Kind regards
Rosie

Rosie Hughes FILCM
Clerk to Sutton Parish Council
The Glebe
4 High Street
Sutton
Ely
Cambs
CB6 2RB
Tel: 01353 777189
Office hours Monday – Thursday.
10am – 12 noon for Reception and information centre.
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From: Ann @ LGS Services
Sent: 16 June 2016 17:37
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: FW: Electoral review of Cambridgeshire (TPC)
From: Ann @ LGS Services
Sent: 16 June 2016 17:06
To: 'review@lgbce.org.uk'
Subject: Electoral review of Cambridgeshire (TPC)

Dear Sir or Madam
Toft Parish Council wishes to respond that the proposed boundary changes will lessen the people’s political
representation and decrease political diversity, particularly in the light of the anticipated population growth in the
area.
Kind regards
Ann Griffiths
On behalf of Gail Stoehr
Clerk to Toft Parish Council
LGS Services
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From: Geoffrey Wilkinson
Sent: 16 June 2016 10:22
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>

Subject: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire: New Draft Recommendations
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council object to the proposals as the proposed Divisions split the Parish Council, such that
the Parish would potentially be represented by three County Councillors.
This does not seem efficient and could be avoided.
Roman Bank and Peckover should remain as it is – 1 Councillor
Waldersey should remain as it is – 1 Councillor
March North (including March East) – 1 Councillor
The Parish Council considers that this is preferable for the following reasons:
1. It retains local identity.
2. It avoids unnecessary fragmentation.
3. It retains a one Parish – one Councillor relationship which builds more effective working relationships.
4. It avoids an overly large March North & Waldersey Division represented by 2 Councillors.
5. It would be more logical and therefore more meaningful to parishioners in all three Divisions.
The Parish Council proposals therefore reflect the interests and identities of local communities, and provide for
effective and convenient local government, whereas the Draft Recommendations do not.
The Parish Council request that the recommendations be amended accordingly.
Regards
Geoff Wilkinson
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council
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WITCHAM PARISH COUNCIL

CLERK:
Mrs S J Bell

Email:witchamparishc@btinternet.com

15 June 2016
Dear Sirs
CAMBRIDGESHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL ELECTORAL REVIEW
PROPOSED LITTLEPORT WEST – COUNTY COUNCIL DISTRICT
Thank you for your letter of 10 May 2016 inviting comments on the draft recommendations on the future electoral
arrangements for Cambridgeshire County Council.
Witcham Parish Council objects to the recommendations that it will be part of a two-member division, and the way part of
the town of Littleport and part of the city of Ely are included with the swathe of villages. The two-member division will be
too large; the proposals are excessive. Calling the division Littleport West detracts the identity of the villages. Witcham,
and we understand other villages, feel we will be lost.
Our letter on the original consultation last summer (dated 1 July 2015) stated that Witcham objected to the proposal to
enlarge Sutton and Haddenham Districts to include parts of Littleport and Ely. Witcham Parish Council has seen no
evidence to allay its concerns. At our Council meeting last week, members reiterated these concerns and objected to the
current recommendations for our new District. Namely, the Council was concerned that
a)

the interests and identity of the existing villages in the Sutton Division will be lost in a group containing
Littleport, a large developing village, and Ely, a fast growing City. Each has its own interests and demanding
needs. We feel that the interests within the proposed new District will be diverse and the voice and concerns
of the smaller rural villages in the area will be lost to the needs of the larger parishes and the city.

b) the prospect of 2 representatives covering the new District also raises concern. The two representatives will
cover 19 parishes including a part of Ely and a part of Littleport and we cannot see how a Councillor can
effectively know and understand the needs of such a large number of diverse areas. How could this be split to
ensure each Councillor has regular and good contact with each parish/town/city council and its residents? We
are concerned that the relationship between Councillor and the communities represented will become weaker
and more distant, and lack uniformity.
c)

the name of the Division, Littleport West, suggests this will be the key area of focus but it is only a part of
Littleport that has been removed from the main Littleport area. Other than to get the numbers right, we do not
understand why Littleport should be divided up in this way. Similarly a small part of Ely has been removed
from the main body of the population.
Cont/....................

Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
LGBCE
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London SW1P 4QP

-2Review Officer (Cambridgeshire) LGBCE
15 June 2016

Witcham Parish Council has no objection to reducing the number of members of the County Council from 69 to 61 but
further consideration is required as to how to achieve this, especially in the East Cambridgeshire area which is designated
one of the fastest growing areas in the country. We believe the split and designation of two members for one ‘super’ area
should be carefully reconsidered to ensure sustainability and fair representational support for our communities.
We understand from our neighbouring villages and our representatives at East Cambs District Council and the County
Council that they too are deeply concerned about the arrangements for our proposed new District.
We thank you for giving all of us an opportunity to raise our concerns again and hope these will reviewed and re-addressed
during this current stage of the review.
Yours faithfully

Susan J Bell
CLERK/RFO

CHAIRMAN
Mr M Housden
Tel 01353 777181
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Mark Cooper
Review Officer
LGBCE
0330 500 1272
From: reviews
Sent: 20 June 2016 14:55
To: Cooper, Mark <mark.cooper@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: FW: Cambridgeshire Draft Divisions ‐ consultation

From: Caroline Bradley [mailto:woodwaltonpc@gmail.com]
Sent: 20 June 2016 14:53
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridgeshire Draft Divisions ‐ consultation

Dear Sirs
Woodwalton Parish Council would like to request that Kings Ripton, a neighbouring village to
Woodwalton, be moved into the Stukeleys and Warboys Ward and not moved into the Somersham Ward,
which has been suggested.
The Parish Council feel that Kings Ripton, as a village, has more in common with neighbouring villages like
Woodwalton, than it does with those in the Somersham Ward.
Thank you for taking the time to consider our request.
Yours faithfully
Caroline Bradley
Clerk to the Parish of Wood Walton
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